
A G E W  T I T L E :  Consider C e r t i f i c a t i c v  c , t  the Whit,: !,lcu?n Watp i  i%1  Iu t ior :  Cor t ro l  
Facility E.xpansinr* Supp lPrw i ta I  F i m i  t r iv irownpntc~'  i r ~ p a c t  Report 

MEETING DATE: August 19. 1'392 

PREPARED N Y :  Cornunity Ueveloprwnt Di rec to r  

RECOMMENDED A C T I O N :  That the C i t y  Council determine the hpp lementa l  F i n a l  
Environmental Impact Report (SFCIR) f o r  U h i t e  Slough 
Water P o l l u t i o n  Control  F a c i l i t y  Expahsion prepared by 
E I P  Associates i s  adequate and c v - t i f y  the document. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: The purpose o f  t h i s  document i s  t o  r e v i s e  and supplement 
the June 1988 Environmental Impact R e p r t  (Ell?) for ?he 
White Slough Water P o l l u t i o n  Control  Faci '  t y  P l a n t  

Expansion. The preparat iov o f  t h i s  Supplemental E!R was requ i red  becaw0 rek 
i n fo rmat ion  became ava i l ab le  s ince the c e r t i f i c a t i o n  o f  the o r i g i n a l  E IR .  r ew 
in fo rmat ion  regards the r e l a t i o n s h i p  between rece i v ing  water q u a l i t y  and thv  Ch'PCF 
performance. Spec i f i ca l l y .  the p ro jec t  desc r ip t i on  of the o r i g i n a l  EIR assumed the 
expanded f a c i l i t y  would be capable o f  producing domestic e f f l u e n t  havinp 10 
m i l l i g r a m s / l i t e r  (mg/L) o r  less biochemical oxyqen demand (BOO) and t o t a l  suspended 
s o l i d s  (TSS) more than 90 percent o f  the time. 

FINDINGS: The p r o j e c t  considered i n  the o r i g i n a l  E I R  involved thk expansion of the 
WSWPCF from an average dry, weather f low capaci ty  of 6.2 m i l l i o n  ga l lons  per day 
(MGD) t o  8.5 MGD (dn increase o f  2.3 MGD. o r  a 37% increase i n  capaci ty) .  together  
w i t h  improvements t o  the wastewater i r r i g a t i o n  and sludge handl ing systems. The 
proposed a c t i o n  under considerat ion i n  the Supplementdl E IR  i s  the same as  
considered i n  the o r i g i n a l  E I R  w i t h  one exception: the June 1988 E I R  assuned the 
expanded WSWPCF would r o u t i n e l y  produce an e f f l u e n t  q u a l i t y  o f  10 mg/L  BO@ & TSS. 
The supplemental E I R  examined the  environmental e f f e c t s  tha t  would r e s u l t  from 
WSWPCF product ion o f  an e f f l u e n t  w i t h  30 mg/L 800 & T S S  from 16 October to  31 May. 
and 20 mg/L from 01 June through 15 Oct. 

1 The proposed a c t i o n  would r e s u l t  i n  an increase i n  the mass  mission o f  BOD 6 TSS 
~ i n t o  the  rece fv ing  waters. as compared t o  the e x i s t i n g  condi t ions;  however the 
! d i sso lved oxygen (DO) l e v e l s  i n  the rece i v ing  waters are expected t o  be maintained 

above standards c u r r e n t l y  establ ished by the Regional Uater Qual i ty  Contra1 Board. 
Water q u a l i t y  mon i to r lng  wculd be included, and no t rea ted  e f f l u e n t  would be 
discharged when DO l eve l s  f a l l  below es tab l ished standards. The City has begun 
prepar ing  an a d d i t i o n a l  275 acres o f  recen t l y  purchased land t o  receive t rea ted  
e f f l u e n t  t o  ensure adequate reuse/disposal capacity.  As considered i n  the o r i g i n a l  
E I R ,  the  bu i ldup o f  heavy metals i n  the s o i l  would occur s lowly as a r e s u l t  Of  the 
land reuse/disposal o f  e f f l u e n t ,  but w i t h  the e x i s t i n g  pretreatment program. 
e f f l u e n t  disposal could occur f c r  ahout 200 years before the bu i ldup reached 1evelS 
where a d d i t i o n a l  land disposal would be proh ib i ted .  
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See at tached Table 5 - 1  and 5-2. 

F ind inq  

1. The City of Lodi f inds t h a t  the supplemental F ina l  E I R  has been completed I C  
compliance with CEQA; 

2 .  The Supplemental F ina l  EIR has been presented t o  the City Courk i l  and has been 
reviewed and considered p r i o r  t o  i t s  approval; and 

3. The City of Lodi w i l l  adopt the requi red m i t i g a t i o n  measure% t o  reduce a l l  
s i g n i f i c a n t ,  o r  p o t e n t i a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  environmental impacts t o  a less  than 
s i g n i f i c a n t  leve l .  

M i t i g a t i o n  measures inc lude:  

a .  Add i t i ona l  water q u a l i t y  mani tor ing o f  the rece i v ing  waters w i l l  be 
conducted t o  prov ide complete data as t o  when ambient conb i t ions  a r e  such 
t h a t  DO l e v e l s  should f a l l  below 5.0 mg/l. When such cond l t ions  are  
present, WSWPCF e f f luent  would be d i ve r ted  t o  storage f a c i l i t i e s  o r  land 
app l i ca t i on .  

b. Because disposal capaci ty  i s  considered t o  be margina1ly adequate t o  
accomnodate extended perfods of i r r i g a t i o n  when discharge i s  prohib i ted.  the  
C i ty  o f  Lodi s h a l l  prepare an add i t i ona l  275 acres of land f o r  e f f l u e n t  
appl i ca t i on. 

C. Continue w i t h  the C i t y ' s  e x i s t i n g  pretreatment program o f  industr ia l  
wastewater discharge t o  remove heavy metals w i t h  an mphas is  on zinc. 

-_ - 

Attached i s  a copy of the Supplemental F ina l  Environmental Impact Re pi o r t .  

FUNDING: None required. 

M m n u n i t y  Development D i rec tor  

Prepared by David Morimoto, S r .  Planner 

JBS/DSM/cg 
Attachments 



TABLE S -  I 

S IJMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFfTCTS . PROPOSED ACTION 

. Impact 

The proposed action would result in an i nnca reJ  mas 
emission oi polluianis. as compared to existing 
condilions. 

The proposed aclion would increase the amount of 
trealed effluent diverted lo alternative dbpmal or storage 
facilities. cn 

I 
W 

The proposed a n i o n  would result in the acEumulation of 
heavy metah in the roils of croplands k i n e  irrigated with 
treated effluent. 

Significance Signifiuticc 
Before After 

Mitiga~ion Mitiption Measures Mitigation 

Additional water qualily monitoring should bc conducted to Ls 
provide bctrer dala as to when ambient conditions are such 

S lhat DO levels could fall k low 5.0 m g .  When such 
condilions are prcscnl. WSWPCF effluent would be diverlcd 
for land applicaiion. 

S &cruse dispcwl capaciiy IS considered lo he mrgi.iaIIy 
adquatc 10 amommidale extended periods of irrlga.ion when 
d i x h a r p  is prohibiicd. the City of M i  shall prepare an 
additional 275 a c r a  of land lor cfflueni application. 

PU Mentifikd in I& original EIR the build-up of h a y ,  mcw' 
in the d i s p l  area sails would k mitig3ted hy mntiiluii. 
and strengthening the City3 &ling industrial prelrcacr 
rquircmenrs, with an emphasis on zinc removal. 
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SUMMARY 

S.1 INTRODUCTION 

This documcnt i% a Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Repon (SFEkR) that has bccn 

prcparrd in acmrdanee with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970. The 
p u p  of this document is to revisC and supplement the original EIR for the White Slough Water 

Pollution Control Facility (WSWPCF) Expansion (State Clearinghouse Number g1072105). The 

pnparation of this SFEIR is requircd undcr CEQA kcausc new information has bccome availsbk 

since the certification of the original EIR The new information is in ngards to the rclationship 

between existing rceeiving water quality and the WSWPCF pcrformancc. This SFElR will bc uscd 

by California Regional Watcr Ouality Control Board. Ccntral Valley Regioa (RWQCB) in its 

consideration of revired Waste Ditehargc Rquircmcnts (WDRs) for the White Slough WPCF. 

The Project Description of the original EIR assumed that the expanded facility &Id be capabk of 
producing domestic cfllucnt having 10 milligranwlitcr (men) or  lcss bochcmical oaygcn demand 
(BOD) and total suspended solids (TSS) morc than 90 percent of thc time ("1W10 trcatmcnt.). The 

cxpccted improvcmcnt in the quality of the el'lluent originally prnticted for thc expanded facility has 

not been fully rcalizcd. and therefore this SDElR is rcquircd to examine the environmental effects 

that could result from the expanded WPCF capacity with little o r  no increase in trtatmcnt cff incy.  

S3 PROJECT UNDER REVIEW 

The  project considered in the original EIR involvfd the cxpansicn of the WSWb from an average 

dry weather flow capacity of 6.2 million gallons per day (MGD) to 8.5 MGD'(an i n e r r s r  of 2.3 

MGD, or a 37 percent incrcax: in capacity). togcthcr with improvcments to the vtaftmater imgation 

and sludge handling Sptem. The prnpmcd action undcr consideration in this !%pplemental EIR is 
the same as that considcrcd in the original EIR with OM erception: the original EIR assunled that 

thc expanded WSWPCF would routinely pmduce an cfflucnt quality of 10 mgl  BOD and Tss. A 

91198 s- 1 



Summary 

. I 
I 

Supplemental Draft EIR (SDEIR) was circulated for public rc\<w during the sfiring of 1992. The 
SDEIR examined thc environmental eEcc& that would rcxull from WSWPCP production of an 

effluent with 30 rnf l  BOD and TSS from 16 October to 31 May. and 20 mu1 from 01 June through 

15 Octobcr. . 
As an alternative 10 the propascd action, the clllucnt limitations containcd in thd original EIR could 

be impkmented Thac limitations arc 10 mgA BOD and rsS. year-round (‘16/10 treatment’). It 

should be noted that t h u c  performance standards are currently considered u n d i t k  because the 

WSWPCF achieves thesc performance lcvcb inlrcqucntly. Please rcfcr to Chapter 2 of the April 

1992 SDEIR for a more complete description of the proposcd action and its a l t e r n a l k  

. 

S J  SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

The propOSed action and its altcrnative were analyzed as to thcir effects on h$ddogv and waicr 

quality, soils. and land usc lhesc are the only environmental elements that would be effcctcd by thc 

proposed action. While aquatic life could be adversely afkcted, water quality standards are 
atablihcd to protect beneficial ws. including aquatic habitat. For the rrceiving water. a diuohnd 

oxygen (DO) concentrution or 5.0 mgA has becn establuhd: thus. the project was a n a m  as to  its 

eflectr on  water quality because it was assumed that as long as water quality standards arc mct, 
aquatic life would be protected a h .  A summary of the potential environmenml impacts are 

presented in Tabk S l  for the propmed action and in Tabk  S2 for the alternative action, and 

discussed bclow. 

* 

S3.1 PROPOSED AC170N I 
The proposed action would result in an inctessc in thc mass emission of Bob and ‘Iss into the 

rrceivingwater body, as compared to the existing conditions: however. the DO leveb in thc receiving 
water are npcaed lo be maintained. Water quality monitoring would be included and no treated 

tmuent  would be dkcharged when D O  levels could fall bclow thc atabliihed standards. Existing 
land disposal fapacity is considered marginally adequate to d i r p  of emuent during periods a l e n  

discharge would be prohibited: the City of todi has begun preparing an additional 275 a c r u  of land 
to receive treated eflluent to ensure adequate dispasal capacity. Ai considcrcd in the original EIR. 
the buildup of heavy metals in the soil would occur slowly as a result of thc land dispose1 of effluent. 

91198 s-2 
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TABLE S-1 

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS. PROPJSED ACTION 

Impact 

The proposal action would result in an increased mas 
emission of pllutanu. as compared to existing 
wnditions. 

The proposcd action would increase the amount of 
Created eflluent diverted to alternative dirpowl t x  storage 
facilities. 

The proposal action would result in the acnamulrtion of 
heavy meulr in the mils of cmphnds being irrigated with 
trated effluent. 

Significance 
Bcfore 

Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Additional m t c r  quality monitoring should be mnductcd to 
provide better data as to when ambient conditions are such 
that DO lCnk could fall below 5.0 men. When such 
conditions arc praent .  WSWPCF effluent would he divcrtcd 
for land application. 

Becaw d h p l  capacity is considered to be marginally 
adequate to aaommodale aoended periods of irrigalion when 
discharge b prohibited. the City of Lodi shall prepare an 
additional 275 a a  of lrnd for effluent appliution. 

As identikd in the original EIR. !he build-up of hcaby metals 
in the disposal a r a  soils would be mitigaled by continuing 
and strengthening the City's existing industrial prctrcatment 
requirements, with an emphasis on zinc removal. 

S 

S 

S 

..' 

Significaw 
After 

Mitigatiun 

Ls 
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TABLE S-2 

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS. ALTERNATIVE ACIION 

lmpaa 

The alternative aaion would result in a d m u v d  m a s  
emisrion of polluunu. as compared to the aisting 
conditions. 

The alternative aaion would rault in the aeceleraled 
accumulation of heavy melab in the roils of croplands 
k i n g  irrigated with treated cfllucnt. 

lmplcmcnlation of the aIIcmatiw .*ion would raul l  in 
an ina& land area for eflluent disposal. 

Significance 
Bcforc 

Mitibation Miligation Measures 

B Nonc required or rerummended. 

s idcntikd in the original EIR. the build-up of h u T  metals 
in the d i s p l  arm soils would be mitigated by continuing 
and strcngthcning the City's crisling industrial pretreatment 
rquircment. with an emphasis on zinc removal. 

The City of Mi would k rquired 10 obtain approximately 
1,600 acres of additional agricultural lands with which lo 
dispox of the grutcr cfflucnt volumc. 

s 

Signiliwnce 
Alter 

Mitigation 

B 

Ls 

1s 



Summary 

but with a prctrcatmcnt program. cfflucnt disprwal muW occur for about 201)ycars'hcforc thc buildup 

reached I~wls whcrc additional land disposal would he prohibited. 

S.3.2 ALTERNATIVE ACTION 

Thc alternative action would result in a reduction in thc mas cminion of B o b  and 'Iss to thc 

receiving water body. as mrnparcd to thc &sting conditions thir wwld have a bcncfv5al ciTat on 

water quality. However. the increasingly stringent efllumt discharge limitations wuld rcquite that 

substantially more cmuent bc divcrtcd to land dispcsal than ptacntly occurs. Thc'Cityol M i  wwld 
therefore bc q u i d  to purchasc additional land% to a l l w  for the incretucd hnd dnpasal 
requirements. As considered in the original EIR. the buildup or heavy metals in the soil would occur 

slowly as a result of thc land disposal of cfllucnt, but with a pretreatment p r o p m  efhcnt dnpasal 
could occur for up to 500 ycan or more before the buildup reached lcvcls whcrc additional land 

disposal would bc prohibited. This is bccausc most of the metals a n  contained in thc sludge, which 

would bc csscntially the same volume for cach altemativc but would bc spread over a @cater land 
area for thc altcrnativc adon.  

S.4 UNAVOIDABLE SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

S.4.1 PROPOSED A m O N  

There would be no unavoidable significant impacts associated with thc propbscd ~th nK 
projcctcd increase in the mas loading of pollutants is not npectcd to rcsult in the violation of water 

quality standards. howcver. water quality monitoring would be included. and the treated cmucnt 

would bc diverted for storage and/or crop irrigation if rccciving water quality wcrc to be t h r m t d  

No additional lands would n n d  to be obtained to provide adcquate land d b p l  capability. 

S.4.2 ALTERNATIVE ACllON 

Thcrc would bc no unavoidable significant impacts associated with the alternstivir action. Hovevcr. 
additional lands would nccd to be obtained by the City of Lodi to provide adeguate land dbpcal 
capability to accommodate the increasingly stringent dwhargc limitations. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 PURPOSE OF TIIE SUPPLEMENTAL EIR 

Thc purpose of this document is to revire and supplement thc Environmcntal Impkt Rcpon (EIR) 
for thc White Slough Walcr Pollution Control Facility ( W S W F )  Expansion (State Clcaringhourc 
Numbcr 87072105). Thb Supplcmcntal Final EIR (SFEIR) has bccn prcpartd in d a n c c  with 
thc California Environmcntal Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA). Thc prcpamtion of this Suppkmcntal 
EIR is rquircd under CEQA Guidclinc sa t ion  15162 and 15163. brrpusc W w  idonnation of 
substantial importance to the project has bccomc evailabk'sincc thc amt i f i t i on  of theoriginal EIR 
Thc new information b in rcgards to the rclationship bctwcen d n g  water quality and the 

WSWPCF pcrformancc Specifilly. thc Project Description of thc original EIR assumed that h 

expanded facility would be capabk of producing domatic cllluent h.ving 10 m i l l l p d i l c r  (m@) 

or lcss biochcmieal oxygcn demand (BOD) and total suspcndcd solids (IS) morc than 90 pcrcent 
of the time (YO/~O trcatmcnt.)'. Ancr Kvenl months of opcntion, thc cxpectcd impmvcment in 
thc quality of the cllluent originally p d c t e d  for thc ~ ~ p a n d c d  facility has not been fully mallzed. 
and thcrcforc this Supplemnlal EIR is rquircd to cxaminc thc cnvironmenlel elfe*t that could 
result from thc expanded WSWF'CF capacity with kss than the originally a n t i ~ p t c d  tmament 
cficicncy. 

With regard to Final El% CEQA s ta ta  a Final EIR should consist of the Dtsn b (of tevbian 
of the Draft): commcnU a d  nxommcndations rcccivcd on thc Draft E I R  a Ibt of penom. orpniU- 
lions and public agcncia commenting on the Draft E t R  the ruponscs to signifin1 d r o n m c n l a l  
points raised in the review pa- :  and any othcr information decmcd neeenary by the Lcpd %ency. 

1.2 PROPOSED PROJECr UNDER RLWLW 

Thc project considcrcd in the original EIR invnlvcd the cxpansion of thc W S W P e  from an a w m ~  
dly wcathcr flow capacity of 6.2 million gallons pcr day (MGD) to 8.5 MGD (an incrcasc of 23 



I. lnrmluctinn 

MGD o r  ii 37 pcrccnt incrcasc ir. capacitv). toscthcr with improwmen& t o  the wdtcwatcr irrigation 

and sludge handling s p m s .  Thc propcacd project under considcration in this Supplcmcntal EIR 
is the same as that cwsidcrcd in the cxipinal EIR uith one exccptlon: the original EIR assumed that 

the expanded WSWPCF would routinely produce an cfllucnt quality of  10 mgl BOD and ‘ISS. Thii 

Supplcmcnral EIR assumcs that the WSWPCF would produce an cffluent with 30 mu1 BOD and TSS 
from 16 October to 31 May. and 20 mgA from I June through 15 October. 

The project evaluated in the original EIR asscscd the increard capacity of the plant and increased 

efficiency and reliability of the treatment proecsscs on diffcrent environmcntal facton. With most 

of thc expansion of the plant compktcd there has bccn only a marginal improvement in emucnt 

quality. The RWOCB is rcsponsiblc for setting and enforcing WDRs for the WSWPCF. If WDRs 

were adopted bared on  the anticipated eflieiencics assumed in the original EIR (i.c’IO/lO 

treatment‘). the projected eflluent characteristics would bc different from thmt examined in rhc 
original EIR. For exampk. bccauu: the plant would not a c h k  this lorcl of trebtmcnt as oncn as 
assumed in the original EIR. discharge of the clllucnt to the Rlaiving waters would be r e d d  and 

increased storage capacities, Iknd disposal andlor crop irrigation would bc required. lhere arc no 

substantive changa  to the ph)sicsl compomnu of the pmjcct as d c s c t i i  in the original EIR. The 
project operational charactcristia an: the only changa thot would rcsult from the limitations imposed 

by effluent standards. 

1.3 ENVIRONMENTAL HEMEW PWOCESS 

The cnvironmental rcvicw process began with the iuuance of a Notice of P r e p a h o n  (NOP). The 

NOP was dutniutcd in Scptcmbcr. 1991 to a mailing list of local and state agenda as well as 
concerned citizens. The pu’p0”c of an NOP is to notify individuals and public a g e h  that thc 

environmental rcvicw pmccss is mmmcncing for a panicular project. and to solicit input for thc rope 

of analysis to bc m r c d  in thc EIR. 

1 

I 

A Supplemental Draft EIR (SDEIR) was publiuhed and circulatcd for rcvicw a/ld mmment by thc 

public and other intcrcstcd panics. agencies. and organizations for a 4Sday rcvieVr pctiod. from Apn’l 

24. 1992 to Junc 12. 1992. NMV that public review has hcen mmplctcd. this Supplcmcntal Final EIR 
(SFEIR) has bccn prcpnrcd in r c spnsc  to witten comments rcfcivcd during the public rcVicw 

period. A total of tuu comment Icttcrs wcrc rcccivcd on the SDEIR; t h a c  mmmcnt letters and thc 

responses to them arc prcscntcd in Ch:iptcr 2 of thh dcwumcnt. Certification of thc SFEIR will then 
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1 .  Intrnduamn 

hc considcrcd hv the City 01 h d i ’ s  City Council. The City Council will hc rapokshlc for  ccrtifving 

that rhc SFEIR has bccn complercd in compliancc with CEOA and that ihc cn&ironmcntal ctlccts 

wcrc considcrcd prior io their decision t o  approvc. rc& or rqccr a rpccific prejcct altcrnartvc. 

1.4 CIIANCE!! TO TIlE SDEIR RESULTING FROM TllE PUBLIC COhlhtt’NTS 

Thc focus of thc SDEIR was to prcdict thc  impact of an increased BOD loading on thc DO kvcls 

in the rcfciving waters of White Slough thc impact analysis concludcd that thc impact would be lcss 

than significant bccarw rcaiving water quality standards would be maintsincd. Havorcr. then: 

remains unccnaintia in thc impact prediction due to the cffccts of othcr ouuidc facton on DO 

levels. Thedore, an expansion of water quality monitoring activiria ww recommended to prwide 

for i m p d  prcdictivc capabilitiu, and effluent wnuld continue to be divcrtcd for irrigation during 

periods when receiving watcrs contained low DO lcvcls or when the efflucnt did not meet the 

rcquircd BOD Icvcls. Thc impact analysis was m l u a t c d  for this SFEIR 10 awount for diNerent 

summer and wintcr pcriodr. but this reevaluation led to a l c u c r  impact prediction: thctcforc. thc 

impact prcdiction contained in thc SDEIR was uscd bccawc it pmvidcd for a mnrcrvptivc 

impact assessment. 

?he only change in i m p 3  analysis that ocntrrcd as a rcsult of thc puhlic mmnknt on Ihc SDEIR 
was with regard to thc MJequacy of the City’s irrigation capacity. Thc adquacy of thh capacity has 

been changed from being considcrcd adcquatc in being considered marginallr d d q u a t r  nK City 

of Mi has thcrcforc bcgun thc proccss of upgrading an additional 275 a c m  of agricultural land to 

allow for cxpandcd cmuenl irrigation demands. The City is prcscntly studying the typra or Iacilitia 

that will bc ncccssary lo allow for effluent irrigation on thcsc lands. and funding for thac lodlitia 

has bccn included in the Cilys capital impmmcnt  budget. 

1. Draft Environmental Impact Rcpon. Whitc Slough Watcr Pottutioh Control Facility 
Expansion. City Of Lodi. April 1988. pg 3-12 
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2. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

2.1 LIST OF COMMENTOW ON TIIE SDEIR 

A total of hvo comment lcttcn wrc rcccivcd on thc S D E I R  one from the Calibrnir R c g h u l  
Water Quality Control Board Central Valley Region. nnd one from the Statc Witcr R a ~ l r c e r  
Control Board. Division of Qcan Watcr Programs. Both of thae almmcnt Ictten, and mpoma 
to them. arc prcscntcd bclow. 

2.2 COMMENIS AND RESPONSES 

The comment kttcn rcccivcd on thc SDEIR am contained in this rection. Ilk comments arc 
brackctcd, and arc follownl by 8 summary of thc comment and rerpomu to thcsc ctammcnl~. 
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LEITER 1 

F I X  ,r6* 161 56BL 

5 Hay 1992 

Hr. David Friedland 
EIP Associates 
601 Montgomery Street, Suite SO0 
Sin Francisco. CA 94111 

I reviewed the draft Supplemental EIR, dated 22 April 1992. b j  EIP Associates. 
The EIR is being prepared to address water quality impacts from discharglng 
increased pollutant loads (8oti and Suspended Solids) into Dredger Cut, Bishop 
Cut, and White Slough. 1 have the following coawnts: 

1. The EIR uses data from the Technical Report (TR) entitldd. ’Receiving 
Water Impacts pf Treated Waste Discharges from White Slough Water 
Pollution Control Facility’, dated January 1992. The TR defined the 
sumer and winter seasons as follows: 

Sunmter: 
Yinter: 

1 April to  31 October 
1 Nov-r to 31 Harch 

The EIR defined s-r to be 1 June to 15 October and winter to be 16 
October to 31 Hay, decreasing the s w u m  period when more sttlylent 
treatment standards would be in effect. However, the data from the TR 
were not representative of the time of year as defined in the EIR, and 
cannot be considered valid for the s u m p  and winter time periods 
defined in the EIR.  

The Board w i l l  use the sun#r/winter schedule as defined in the TR in 
renewed Waste Discharge Requirements, as they were the basis for 
analysis o f  the enviromntal impacts of the discharge. The final EIR 
should correct its suaaarlwinter definitions to that o f  the TR. 

1-1 

I” 
1 1 - 3  

2. The supplemental E I R  states that the land disposal capadlty i s  
considered adequate to dispose of effluent durino periods when discharge 
would be prohibited. whereas the TR stated the capacity was 
adequate. The Board Is requiring the City t o  take the necessary steps 
to prepare the addltional 250 acres for wastewater applications. 
Mitigation Measure 3.2.3-2 should be modified t o  take thts into account. 

The TR was not conclusive that receiving water impacts will not occur 
from the increased BOO lording. The Board determined that the City must 
continue to study the impacts of the discharge on the receiving water 

3 .  
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-2- i Hr. David Friedland 

I 

during both discharge and non-discharge periods. The E I R I  should 

recognize this. ‘ 1  i, 
Please incorporate my comnents into the final supplemental EIR or the 
f a c i  1 i ty exmnsion. 

U 
PATRICIA LEARY 
Assoclate Engineer 

PHL;pl 

CC: Mr. Fran Forkas. City o f  Lodl. Lodi 
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COMMENT L ~ ~ T E R  I - CALIFOHNIA WE(;IONAL WATER QUALITY COATROL HOARI) 

1 - 1  Commentor notcs a diffcrencc bctwccn thc datcs uscd to dclinc "surhmcr- And 'wnter' 
pcnodr in thc SDElR and the Januar). 1 9 T  Tcchnical Report (TR), and swcs that the 
RWQCB wll wc thc summerhntcr xhcdulc as dclincd in the TR for thc r c n d  Waste 
Discharge Rcquircmcnu. 

The dates uscd in the SDEIR were: I 
I 

Summer: 01 June to I S  October (4.5 months) I 
Winter: 16 October to 31 May (7.5 months) 

The dates used for thc water quality analysi in the January 1992 Technical Re L rt wre: 

Summer 
Winter: 

01 April to 31 Octobcr (7 months) 
01 Nmmber to 31 March (5 months) 

The IcWn months used in the TR to define the 'summer' season wcrc not chosc i to dcfinc the time 
period when the revisal W D h  would bc applicd. rather. thcy were sclcctcd for IW) r caso~  First. 
thae  dates complctely bracket a time period that is "typical. for the dry and warm summcr timc of 
the year (as oppaud to thc wct and cold *winter" period). Thcreforr any concllaions regarding 
waicr quality impacts bawd on the total period would bc cxpcctcd to apply to any givcn period within 
the total pcriod. Second. using thcsc data s impl i fd the analyrir o l  water quality and WSWPCF 
performance data. which have ban cntcrcd into the computerized databw by whok cakndar 
months. For these reason% scveral alternative time periods could have been sclccted for thc analysis, 
including the data used in thc SDEIR. 

In the RWQCB's comment on the SDEIR, i t  was statcd that the RWQCB intchded to change the 
"summer" and Wntet time periods in the City's reviscd WDRs to thc longer "summer. period used 
in the Technical Rcpnt. Thc WDRs arc morc stringcni for thc dry, summcr wason than lor the wct. 
winter scason. Bared on this statcd intention, the water quality data have k n  mvsluatcd to 
estimate the impact of trcalcd effluent discharge on receiving water discharge wing the summcr 
reason defined in the SDEIR. Thc ruu1t.s of thu nrcvaluation arc summarized in the following 
pfragraphs. 

The original and revired seasonal averages for various plant operating and wader quality data are 
presented in Table 1 below. NOW that thcre is vcry littlc dilfcrence bctwem the original and revised 
"winter" periodr, the valuu arc efsentially the same within normal statistical variations. HOWMI. the 
diffcrcnces are greater for the rcvised 'summer" period. Whilc the avcragc flows arc similar. the 
avcrage cmucnt BOD concentration is approximatcly 18 percent higher for the revised period. Thiu 
ruuliant higher BOD loading would have a correspondingly grcatcr impact on thc nxciving water 
DO at both monitoring stations R-2 and R-3. 
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T-LE I 

ORIGINAL AND REVTSED SEASONAL AVERAGES 

Summer Avemgt Wintcr Average , 
Suppkmentrl Supplemenul 

Report EIR Repon EIR Annual 
Technical Dnh T d n k l  Dnn 

(“1 - IOnl) (IN - 1MSl {lln - WJl) flWl6 - 5/31) A m @  

6 2  63 60 61 6 1  

BOD, m& 28.2 33.4 263 2d.b n 
BOD load. mid 1.514 la14 1,317 1349 1.423 

DO at R-2 9.1 8.3 9.7 9.7 9.5 

DO 8t R-3 9.4 a9 10.8 tab 103 
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The magnitude 0 1  this impact at monitoring station R-2  can bc =en when the rc4izcd averagcs arc 
plottcd o n  Figure I .  togethcr with the original estimate o f  impact ar prcrcntcd in Figurc 4 nf thc 
April 1992 SDEIR. In  Figurc 1. the original impact line rcprcscnu the mikimum mcasurcd 
diffcrcncc in DO hctwccn White Slough and R-2 during the 24-hour diurnal test pcriod o n  
September 11, 1991. On that day, the avcragc DO diffcrcncc ovr-r the ZJ-hour pcriod was 0.9 mgrl. 
and thc maximum dillcrcncc was 20 mgrl. Thc BOD loading during thc pcriod was 7.M Ihlday. 

In plotting the rcviscd impact line o n  Figure 1. thc averagc BOD loading durink thc rcvbed timc 
period is cqual to 1.814 Ib/day. This additional BOD loading lowercd thc DO at R-2 from an average 
of 9.1 mgA to 8.3 mg/l. or an additional 0.8 mg/l. Adding this to the 0.9 mgA avcragc impact mcrrurcd 
during the 24-hour diurnal test rcsulu in a rcviscd avcragc impact of 1.7 mgA at monitoring station 
R- 2  The rcviscd maximum impact. by d i r a t  proportion. would be (1.7 mgA)/(0.9 mgA) x (LO mgl) 
= 3.8 mgA. NOIC that using thc shoncr 'summcr" timc pcriod actually resulu in a lowcr cstimate of 
DO impact on thc rccciving watcn than was presented in the S D E I R  Thcrcforc, for thc purprnc 
of DO impact assessment for this Supplcmcntal EIR. thc original data will be used to pmvide a morc 
conservative assessment of receiving water impact. 

1-2 Thc commcntor notes that thc SDEIR states that the land dsposal capadty war comidcrcd 
a d q u a t c  to dispose of cmucnt when discharge was prohibitcd. whercas thc  TR uatcd that 
capacity was marginally adquatc.  Commentor thcn not- that thc RWOCB is requiring thc 
City to prcparc thc additional 250 acrcs of land for ctllucnt disposal. 

Comment noid. Mitigation Mcllsurc 3.2.3-2 has bcen modifid to rcad 'Bccaurt dkposal capacity 
is considcrcd to be marginally a d q u a t c  to Daommodatc aaendcd periods of irrigation when 
d k h a r g c  is prohibited. thc City of Lodi shall prcparc an additional 275 acra of land for cmuent 
application.' Please note that thc actual acrcagc purchased by thc City and being preprrcd tor 
irrigation is 275 a m  rathcr than 250 acrcs. 

The City of Lodi is prcacntly preparing the 275 acres of land to rcaivc treaked clllucnt when 
discharge is prohibited. Thc City is presently rtudylng the spccifii facilities (such as pipeliner and 
canal.) that will be n-ary to supply trcatcd cfllucnt to thesc la& for imgation. and funding has 
been allocated in thc City's capital impmvcmcnt hudgct. 

1-3 Commentor statcs that thc TR was not mnclusivc in assuring that rcceihng mtcr impwu 
w u l d  not occur. and states that the City must mntinuc to sludy thc irnpans of efilucni 
discharge on receiving watcr quality. 

Thc EIR authors acknowledge that a dcgrcc of uncertainty exis& regarding the prediction of 

to reach a satisfactory prediction is dcscribcd on pages 3-1 through 3-12 of thc S D E I R  Bcsida 
cfilucnt BOD, a number of factors allccl DO levels in thc receiving watcr. including watcr flow ntc 
and tcmpcraturc. algae respiration and uptrcam BOD loadings. Whilc thc potcntial impact that 
would result from the expanded plant has hccn judged to k Iw than significant bccaw the b a t  
availablc data predict that thc rccciving water DO standard of 5.0 mgA would hc maintained, 
Mitigation Mcasurc 3.2.3- I statcs that additional water quality monitoring should hc conducted 
hccausc of the number of  variahlc$ involved in actual DO Icvels. as dcscribcd a h  and in Chaptcr 
3 of thc SDEIR. 

m i v i n g  water DO lcvels as a function of cfllucnt B O D  this uncertainty and thc nie lhod undmrkcn  
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LElTER 2 
S T I T E  OF U L I K H 1 M  * - w K S o * . G . l m  

STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD 
DIVISION OF CLEAN WATER PROGRAMS 
2014 1 STREET SUITE 130 
P O  BOX944212 
SACRAMENTO CA 94244.2120 

(916) i39-4417 
(916) 739-2300 FAX 

Mr. David Friedland 
EIP Associates 
601 Montgomery Street, Suite 500 
San Francisco, CA 94111 

JUk 0 4 ;992 

Dear Mr. Friendland: 

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (SOEIR) -- CITY OF LODI (CITY), 
WHITE SLOUGH WATER POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY EXPANSION (SCHI gzohzoss) - 
Thank you for the opportunity to review the above document. The State Water 
Resources Control Board. Division of Clean Water Programs (State Water Board), 
is responsible for administrating low interest loans for wastewater treatment 
plants under the State Revolvin Fund Loan Program (SRF) and grants under the 
Small Comnunity Grants Program 9 SCG). If the City will be seeking one of these 
loans or grants, the State Water Board will be a responsible agency under CEQA, 
and will use the final EIR when making a decision on whether to issue the loan. 
If this is the case, you should provide u3 with any draft environmental 
documents prepared for the project as soon as they become available. 
addition, we would also appreciate notices of any meetings or hearings scheduled 

In 

regarding the environmental aspects o f  the project. Specific connents follow. - - 
1. If the project is to involve a SRF loan, which is partially funded by EPA, 

additional environmenta1 documentation and review will be required. For SRF 
loans, we are required to consult directly with agencies responsible f o r  
implementing federal environmental laws. Please provide us with ten ( lo)  
copies of the original EIR prepared for the White Slot8 h and circulated 
under State Clearinghouse No. 87072105 as well as ten 9 10) copies of the 
SDEIR so that we may initiate federal consultation. In addition, whlle CEQA 
itself does not require formal pubiic hearings at any stage of the 
environmental review Prccess, at least one hearing i s  required for a SRF 
loan project. Notices need to be distributed 30 days in advance. A copy of 
the notice and s u m r  of the public review should be sent to the State 

2. Under impact 3.4.4-1, pages 3-15, it i s  stated that if this a i ternative were 
Water Board with any Y oan application. - 
selected, an additional 1.600 acres of land would be required. Has the 
location of these lands been identified and if so, were potential 
environmental impacts associated with this alternative discussed in the 
original EIR? 
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Mr. David Friedland -2- JUN 0 4 i992 

1 2 4  

3 .  Was a records search dnd an archaeological slte survey conducted for the 
project? 
the project's impact area. The following address i s  provided to assist YOU 
in completing this requ i rement . 

If this was not done. the City should request a records search f o r  

Hs. Elizabeth Greathouse, Coordinator 
Central California Information Center 
California State University, Stanislaus 
Turlock, CA 95380 
209) 667-3307 I 209) 667-3333 FAX 

If you require further assistance in this matter, please call me at 
(916) 739-4417. 

Env ironmenta 1 Services Unit 

cc: State Clearinghouse 
1400 Tenth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

California Regional Water 
Qua1 ity Control Board 

Central Valley Region (5) 
3443 Routier Road 
Sacramento, CA 95827-3098 
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COMMENT LEITER 2 - CALIFORNIA STATE WATER RESOURCES CON i ROL ROARI) 
DIVISION OF CLEAN W X E R  PROGRAMS 

2-1 Commentor notes that if the City of Lodi is contemplating a loan or gran i from t h c  State 
Watcr Board. the Water Board would be a responsible agency under CEQA 

Comment noted: the City of Lodi is not seeking loam or grants from the State WatCr Board. and as 
such thcrc is no reason for the Stale Board to act as a rnponsible agency. 

2-2 Commentor s t a t n  that if a loan from the State Board is involved, additional environmental 
rcvicw would be required. including public hearings. 

Comment n o d .  because no loan is being sought by the City of Mi. the additional environmental 
rcvicw requirements are not applicable to the project as presently proposed. 

2-3 Commentor n o t a  that the implementation of the al~ernative action would n&itatc the use 
of an additional 1.600 acres of land for use for effluent disposal. and questions whether the 
impacts associated with this alternative were addressed in the original EIR. 

While the location of the 1.600 acres of land that would be needed for this altemativC have not been 
specif~ally i d e n t i f d  a much larger area of suitable agricultural lands exist in the region. and it would 
be considered feasible to site a project of this magnitude. Existing agricultural lands supporting fz ld  
crops, alfalfa or pasture would be subjcct to cropping limitations. and cropping patterns could change. 
Other impam identified are potentially reduccd demand for fertilimrs, and d c c r e d  ability to 
respond quickly to changing market demands. However. these were identified as economic impacts, 
and the City of M i  could be required to financially compensate farmers for their losses. 

2-4 Commentor quations whether an archival search and archeological fidld survey were 
conducted for the original EIR. 

An archival cultural resources in-ligation was conducted for the original EIR a d  concluded that 
there was a potential for cultural ~ U K C S  to be located near the projcct site because the area was 
historically inhabited by Native American Indians. However, previous earthmoving activities have 
a l t c d  the ground surface in the area, and the impacts were therefore considered less than 
significant. No additional cultural resources invcstigations wcre conducted for thc preparation of this 
Supplemental EIR befause no additional ground disturbance was being proposed. only modified 
Waste Dxharge  Requirements. 
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